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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is in response to an Amendment filed November 17, 2006. Claims 3,9 and 20 were 

cancelled. No claims were added. Claims 1,4 - 7,10 -13,15,18, 21 - 23 and 25 - 27 are pending. 

Claims 1, 4 - 7,10 -13,15,18, 21 - 23 and 25 - 27 have been examined. Claims 1,4 - 7,10 - 13,15,18, 

21 - 23 and 25 - 27 have been rejected. 

2. The Examiner would like to thank the Applicant for the well-presented response, which was 

useful in the examination process. The Examiner appreciates the effort to perform a thorough 

analysis and make appropriate arguments and amendments. 

3. This Office Action is NON-final due to new rejections under 35 USC § 101 as a result of training. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Regarding claim 7 objected to for minor informalities: 

4.1. The Examiner thanks the Applicant for the amendment, and especially for the reference to 

the MPEP, which will be useful in future examinations. However, even though the order to the 

limitations may not be important, the claim would have still needed to be amended to avoid an 

antecedent issue, which is corrected by the amendment. 

5. Regarding claim 1 rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103: 

5.1. Applicants' arguments have been fully considered, but are not persuasive, as follows. 

Accordingly, the rejections are maintained. 

5.2. The Applicant argues: 

5.3. The rejection contends that it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill to combine 

Yumoto, Yamagishi, and the IEEE Std. 1364-1995 to arrive at a logic design module that Is 

operable to update the logic design and to indicate design discrepancies in the logic design, 
* 

as recited in claim 1. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

5.4. . In this regard, Yumoto describes a parameterized method for designing data driven media 

processors (DDMP). See, e.g., Yumoto, Titled FIGS. 5-12 of Yumoto illustrate the various 

hierarchical-levels of a DDMP. See, e.g., Yumoto, paras. [0038] -[0045] . Elements at these various 

hierarchical levels of a DDMP can be changed by a user selection of a predefined set of values for a 

collection of parameters. See, e.g., Yumoto, para. [0090] - [0092] (describing that three 

different "value units," each of which includes a variety of associated values, can be selected 

by a user); para. [0085] (describing that the data width bit and number of parallel data 
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stored in a memory unit are "preset")'. See also Yumoto, FIG. 13 (showing predefined parameter 

values for the "min condition," the "typ condition," and the "max condition"); para. [0087] 

(describing that the elements required to design other functional blocks are "extracted- in 

advance" and parameterized); para. [0089] (describing that Yumoto's parameterize RTL design 

tool automatically produces an RTL descriptor file based on such "predetermined parameters"). 

5.5. Such predetermined sets of values can be selected for "each functional block" of a DDMP. 

See, e.g., Yumoto, para. [0101 ]-[01031. Examples of prototype library files of such functional 

blocks are shown in Yumoto's FIGS. 15-17. See, e.g., Yumoto, para. [0048]-[0050]; [00931. 

Such prototype library files are used with a predetermined sets of values .to produce RTL 

descriptions as shown in FIGS. 18-20. See, e.g., Yu mo to, para. (00931; [005 1 1-f0053 1; 

(00941. As best understood by applicant, the inputs or outputs of the functional blocks are 

not changed through the user selection of different predetermined sets of values. See, e.g., 

Yumoto, FIGS; 18-20. 

5.6. Against this backdrop, the rejection contends that it would have been obvious to add IEEE 

Std. 13 64-1995's comparison between bit lengths of port expressions in instance arrays and bit 

lengths in single instance ports so that Yumoto's parameterized method could indicate design 

discrepancies in a logic design. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

5.7. To begin with, Applicant is at a loss to understand how the comparisons between bit lengths of 

port expressions in instance arrays and bit lengths in single instance ports in IEEE Std. 1364- 

1995 indicate design discrepancies. To the' best of applicants' understanding, the IEEE Std. 

1364-1995 comparison determines how single instance ports/terminals in an instantiated module 

are to be connected to ports/terminals in an instance-array port expression. See IEEE Std. 

1364-1995, page 59, line 5-9. In other words, the IEEE Std. 1364-1995 comparison appears to 

be part of the generation of a logic design, rather than an indication of design discrepancies in 

a logic design, as recited in claim 1. 

5.7.1. The Examiner respectfully replies: 

5.7.2. The intention of the recited portion of IEEE Std. 1364-1995 (page 59, lines 1 - 25) is to 

satisfy the limitation, "to indicate design discrepancies in the logic design resulting from 

modifications to the values of the signal parameters". The recited portion recites that too many 

or too few bits to connect all the instances shall be considered an error, which appears to suggest 

the limitation, since an ordinary artisan would expect the Verilog compiler to issue an error 

message indicating the design discrepancy between signal parameters. Further, the Examiner 

maintains that an ordinary artisan would have known that a Verilog compiler would indicate 

design discrepancies in a logic design resulting from mismatched signal parameters, such as 

connecting an 8 bit signal to a 4 bit signal. When the design of Yumoto was compiled by a 

Verilog compiler (a logic design module operable to generate a logic design), the Verilog 

compiler would have indicated design discrepancies in the logic design resulting from 
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mismatched signal parameters, and thus, the ordinary artisan would have naturally combined j 

the art. J 
1 
1 

5.8. The Applicant argues: 

5.9. Moreover, as discussed above, Yumoto's users select a predefined set of values for a 

collection of parameters for "each functional block" of a DDMP. It would seem unlikely that such 

predefined set of values could potentially have internal design discrepancies of the type that 

would require checking. Rather, it would appear likely that the predefined sets of values for 

each functional block would be defined to be internally consistent, i.e., without design 

discrepancies. No design discrepancies in the logic design would be likely to result from the • 

user selection of such an internally consistent set of values. Accordingly, applicant submits that 

it would not be obvious for one of ordinary skill to add the IEEE Std. 1364-1995 comparisons 

between bit lengths of port expressions in instance arrays and bit lengths in single instance 

ports to check consistency of Yumoto's functional blocks. 

5.9.1. The Examiner respectfully replies: 

5.9.2. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Perhaps in a completely debugged design, the 

predefined sets of values for each functional block would be defined to be internally consistent, 

but any change to the logic design could potentially introduce errors that would want to be 

identified through identifying discrepancies. Further, certain combinations of selected 

predefined values could be incompatible by causing discrepancies, and these combinations 

would want to be discovered by finding design discrepancies. Therefore, it would seem obvious 

to combine the art of Yumoto with the art of IEEE 1364-1995. 

5.9.3. Further, Yumoto appears to indicate that individual values can be modified. For 

example, refer to page 6, paragraph [0102], which appears to indicate that individual values 

can be modified. 

6. Regarding claims 7 and 18 rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103: 

6.1. Applicants' arguments have been fully considered, but are not persuasive, as follows. 

Accordingly, the rejections are maintained. 

6.2. Applicant7s arguments for claims 7 and 18 are analogous to the arguments for claim 1. The 

Examiner's replies to claim i apply to claims 7 and 18. 

4 

4 
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7. Regarding claim 15 rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103: 

7.1. Applicants' arguments have been fully considered, but are not persuasive, as follows. 

Accordingly, the rejections are maintained. 

7.2. The Applicant argues: 

7.3. As amended, claim 15 relates to an apparatus that includes a central database 

accessible by one or more users, modification logic to allow a user to modify the values 

associated with the identifiers individually, and an interface to convey the identifiers 

and the associated values from the central database to a logic design module that uses 

the identifiers to identify where a logic design is to be changed and the values to change 

a bit width in the logic design to form part of an electrical circuit. The central 

database includes a collection of. identifiers of one or more bit width signal parameters 

and values associated with each of the identifiers of the bit width signal parameters. 

7.4. As discussed above, Yumoto's parameterized method uses predefined sets, of values 

for a collection of parameters to change elements for each functional block of a DDMP. 

Yumoto does not allow a user to modify values associated with the identifiers 

individually. Rather, multiple values are always modified as a set. 

7.5. Yamagishi does nothing to. remedy this deficiency in Yumoto. Indeed, Yamagishi has 

nothing to do with modification logic to allow a user to modify the values associated 

with identifiers. 

7.6. Accordingly, applicant submits that claim 15 is not obvious over the combination of 

Yumoto and Yamagishi. Applicant therefore requests that the rejection of claim 15 be 

withdrawn. 

7.6.1. The Examiner respectfully replies: 

7.6.2. The Examiner respectfully disagrees with the Applicant's assertion that Yumoto does 

not allow a user to modify values associated with the identifiers individually. For example, 

refer to page 6, paragraph [0102], which appears to indicate that individual values can be 

modified. Accordingly, the premise of the Applicant's argument appears to be overcome, 

and therefore, the conclusion does not follow. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

8. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or any new 

and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 
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9. Claims 1,4 - 7,10 - 13,15,18, 21 - 23 and 25 - 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 

invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

9.1. Regarding claims 1,4-6 and 26 - 27, the recited system appears to contain software, such as a 

logic design module, which appears to be an abstract idea. Therefore, to be statutory, the claim must 

be directed to a practical application producing a concrete, useful and tangible result. The claims do 

not appear to produce a tangible result needed to support a practical application. Further, several 
* 

factors appear to prevent a tangible result. First, there does not appear to be a processor integrated 

with the software that would allow the functionality of the software to be realized. Second, the logic 

design module is operable to perform actions, but does not appear to actually perform the actions. 

9.2. Regarding claims 7 and 10 -13, the recited method appears to perform abstract operations, 

such as modifying computer code. Therefore, to be statutory, the claim must be directed to a 

practical application producing a concrete, useful and tangible result. The claims do not appear to 

produce a tangible result needed to support a practical application. The actions of updating 

computer code and indicating design discrepancies do not appear to produce a tangible result. 

9.3. Regarding claim 15, the recited apparatus appears to perform abstract operations, such as 

changing a bit width. Therefore, to be statutory, the claim must be directed to a practical application 

producing a concrete, useful and tangible result. The claim does not appear to produce a tangible 

result needed to support a practical application. Further, the apparatus appears to contain software 

(i.e., a logic design module), but there does not appear to be a processor integrated with the software 

that would allow the functionality of the software to be realized, which prevents a tangible result. 

9.4. Regarding claims 18, 21 - 23 and 25, the recited machine-accessible medium appears to 

contain abstract operations, such as updating a logic design. Therefore, to be statutory, the claim 

must be directed to a practical application producing a concrete, useful and tangible result. The 

claims do not appear to produce a tangible result needed to support a practical application. The 

actions of updating a logic design and indicating design discrepancies do not appear to produce a 

tangible result. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections 

set forth in this Office action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 

and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

11. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 35 

U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly 

owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 

Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention 

dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for 

the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

12. Claims 1,4 - 6, 7,10 - 13,18, 20 - 23 and 25 - 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Yumoto (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0023250) in view of Yamagishi 

(Yamagishi, Kunihiko; Sekine, Masatoshi; A multi-representational design data capture system, 1993, 

IEEE 1993 Custom Integrated circuits conference), further in view of IEEE Verilog (IEEE Standard 

Hardware .Description Language Based on the Verilog® Hardware Description Language, 1995, 

IEEE). 

12.1. The art of Yumoto is directed to logic design systems (page 1, paragraph [0002]). 
r 

, * 

12.2. The art of Yamagishi is directed to logic design systems (page 13.2.1, Abstract and section 1 

Introduction). 
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12.3. The art of IEEEVerilog is directed to logic design (vase iii. section Introduction). 

12.4. Regarding claim 1: 

r * 

12.5. Yumoto appears to teach: 

12.5.1. a logic design module operable to be used by one or more users to generate a logic 

design as part of an electrical circuit, wherein the logic design includes labels (figure 15, it would 

have been obvious that a logic design module was used to build the displayed code, wherein the 

logic design module was a tool such as SILOS III from Simucad; and page 2, paragraph [00291). 

12.5.2. a collection of modifiable values of signal parameters that are accessible by the logic 

design module, wherein the values of signal parameters are associated with the labels in the logic 

design (figure 14; and figure 15,it would have been obvious that the included file 

npl param define.v contained bit width signal parameters with labels cstl packet in width 

and cstl packet_out width, and it would have been obvious that the signal parameters were 

accessible by the logic design module; and page 2, paragraph f00291). 

12.5.3. The logic design module is operable to update the logic design to reflect modification of 

the values of the signal parameters by modifying the logic design to be compatible with the 

modified values of the signal parameters (figure 15, it would have been obvious that compiling 

the Verilog code would have used the signal parameters in file npl param defines to modify the 

signal widths to be compatible with the modified values o f the signal parameters; and page 2, 

paragraph f00291). 

12.6. Yumoto does not specifically teach: 

12.6.1. a central database integrated with the logic design module. 
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12.6.2. The logic design module is operable to update the logic design to reflect modification of 

the signal parameters in the central database, 

12.6.3. to indicate design discrepancies in the logic design resulting from the modifications to 

the values of the signal parameters in the central database automatically. 

12.7. Yamagishi appears to teach: 

12.7.1. a central database integrated with the logic design module (pages 13.2.2 and 13.2.3, 

section 2.2 Database FALNET). 

12.8. IEEEVerilog appears to teach: 

12.8.1. to indicate design discrepancies in the logic design resulting from the modifications to 

the values of the signal parameters in the central database automatically (page 59, lines 1 - 25). 

12.8.1.1. Regarding (page 59, lines 1 - 25); it would have been obvious that updating a 

signal bit width incorrectly for terminal connections would result in too few or too many bits 

to connect all the instances, which would cause an error. 

12.9. Yumoto and Yamagishi are analogous art because they are both directed to the art of logic 

design systems. 
* 

12.10. Yumoto and IEEEVerilog are analogous art because they both contain the art of logic design. 

12.11. The motivation to use the art of Yamagishi with the art of Yumoto would have been obvious 

given the statement in Yamagishi that the database allows much closer integration among tools than 

other commercially available frameworks (page 13.2.3, left-side of page, lines 1 - 3); and the 
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expressed benefit in Yumoto of the software to save designers time and effort by simplifying the 

maintenance of the design (page 2, second paragraph). 

12.12. The motivation to use the art of IEEEVerilog with the art of Yumoto would have been the 

knowledge of the ordinary artisan that indicating design discrepancies would save time and effort by 

allowing the ordinary artisan to correct the discrepancies and thereby make the logic design 

functional. 
* 

12.13. Therefore, as discussed above, it would have been obvious to the ordinary artisan at the time 

of invention to use the art of Yamagishi and the art of IEEEVerilog with the art of Yumoto to produce 

the claimed invention. 

12.14. Regarding claim 4: 

4 

12.15. Yumoto appears to teach indicating a bit width (figure 15, input signal d has a bit width). 

12.16. Yumoto does not specifically teach indicating a bit width error. 

12.17. IEEEVerilog appears to teach indicating a bit width error (page 59, lines 1 - 25). 

12.18. Regarding claim 5: 

12.19. Yumoto appears to teach: 

12.19.1. the signal parameters characterize a signal bit width (figure 15, input signal d, element 

cstl packet in width). 
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12.20. Regarding claim 6: 

12.21. Yumoto appears to teach: 

12.21.1. the signal parameters characterize a signal bit position (figure 15, input signal d, element 

[cstl packet in width-l:0D. 

12.22. Regarding claim 26: 

12.23. Yumoto appears to teach: 

12.23.1. the signal parameters define characteristics that characterize multiple bits of a multiple 

bit signal (figure 15, input signal d, element [cstl packet in width-l:0J>. 

12.24. Regarding claim 27: 

12.25. Yumoto appears to teach: 

12.25.1. the signal parameter defines a characteristics that characterizes multiple bits of a 

multiple bit signal (figure 15, input signal d, element [cstl packet in width-l:QD. 

12.26. Regarding claim 7: 
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12.27, Yumoto appears to teach: 

12.27.1. receiving an assignment of a value to a signal parameter (figure 15; it would have been 

obvious that element cstl packet_in width received an assigned value) 

12.27.2. Maintaining the value of the signal parameter in association with an identifier of the 

signal parameter (figure 14; it would have been obvious that the value o f a signal parameter was 

maintained). 

12.27.3. Using the identifier of the signal parameter to identify a first position in computer code 

for a logic design forming part of an electrical circuit (figure 15, element cstl packet in width; it 

would have been obvious that when the code was compiled that the Verilog compiler would use 

the identifier o f the signal parameter to identify all positions in the computer code where th 

eidentifier was used). 

12.27.4. Modifying the computer code at the first position to reflect the value (figure 15, element 

cstl packet in width; it would have been obvious that when the code was compiled that the 

Verilog compiler would modify the computer code at all positions to reflect the value). 

12.27.5. Using the identifier of the signal parameter to identify a second position in computer 

code for the logic design (figure 15, element cstl packet in width; it would have been obvious 

that when the code was compiled that the Verilog compiler would use the identifier o f the signal 

parameter to identify all positions in the computer code where the identifier was used). 

12.27.6. Receiving an updated value of the signal parameter (Abstract; and figure 14; and figure 

15, element cstl packet in width; and page 2, paragraph [0029]; it would have been obvious that 

an updated value of the signal parameter was received). 
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12.27.7. Modifying the computer code at the second position to reflect the value (figure 15, 

element cstl packet in width; it would have been obvious that when the code was compiled 

that the Verilog compiler would modify the computer code at all positions to reflect the value). 

12.27.8. Updating both the first position and the second position in the computer code for the 

logic design to reflect the updated value of the signal parameter (figure 15, element 

cstl packet in width; it would have been obvious that when the code was compiled that the 

Verilog compiler would update all positions in the computer code for the logic design to reflect 

the updated value o f the signal parameter). 

12.28. Yumoto does not specifically teach: 

12.28.1. Maintaining the defined signal value in a central database. 

12.28.2. Using the identifier of the signal parameter maintained in the central database . 

12.28.3. Receiving an updated value of the signal parameter in the central database. 

12.28.4. indicating design discrepancies occurring in the logic design that result from updating . 

the value of the defined signal parameter automatically. 

12.29. Yamagishi appears to teach: 

12.29.1. a central database integrated with a logic design module (pages 13.2.2 and 13.2.3, section 

2.2 Database FALNET). 

12.30. IEEEVerilog appears to teach: 

12.30.1. indicating design discrepanciesoccurring in the logic design that result from updating the 

value of the defined signal parameter automatically (page 59, lines 1 - 25). 
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12.30.1.1. Regarding (page 59, lines 1 - 25); it would have been obvious that updating a 

signal bit width incorrectly for terminal connections would result in too few or too many bits 

to connect all the instances, which would cause an error. 

12.31. Therefore, as discussed above, it would have been obvious to the ordinary artisan at the time 

of invention to use the art of Yamagishi and the art of IEEEVerilog with the art of Yumoto to produce 

the claimed invention. 

12.32. Regarding claim 11: 

12.32.1. Yumoto appears to teach: 

12.32.1.1. the signal parameter characterizes a signal bit width and the value includes a 

value for the signal bit width (figure 15, input signal d, element [cstl packet in width-l:0D. 

12.33. Regarding claim 12: 

t 

12.33.1. Yumoto appears to teach: * 

12.33.2. the signal parameter characterizes a signal bit position and the value includes a value for 

the signal bit position (figure 15, input signal d, element [cstl packet in zvidth-l:0[). 

12.34. Regarding claim 13: 

12.34.1. Yumoto appears to teach: 
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12.34.2. the signal parameter characterizes a bit field and the value includes a value for the bit 

field (figure 15, input signal d, element fcstl packet in zvidth-l:0D. 

12.35. Regarding claim 10: 

12.35.1. Yumoto does not specifically teach: 

12.35.1.1. graphically indicating a bit width error. 

12.35.2. Yamagishi appears to teach graphically indicating bit widths (figure 1). 

12.35.3. Yamagishi appears to teach graphically indicating errors (figure 1). 

12.36. Regarding claim 18: 
1 i 

12.37. Yumoto appears to teach: 

12.37.1. Receiving a value of a signal parameter that characterizes multiple bits of a multiple bit 

« 

signal (figure 14, element GENJWIDTH; it would have been obvious that a value was received in 

order to enter the value). 

12.37.2. Maintaining the value of the signal parameter (figure 14, element GEN WIDTH). 

» 

12.37.3. Using the value of the signal parameter that is maintained, in computer code for a logic 

design forming part of an electrical circuit that includes the multiple bit signal (figure 15, element 

cstl packet in width). 

12.37.4. Receiving an update to the value of the signal parameter (page 2, paragraph 1002911. 
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12.37.5. updating the logic design with the updated value of the signal parameter by modifying 

the logic design to be compatible with the updated signal parameter {figure 15; it would have 

been obvious that compiling the Verilog code would have updated the logic design by modifying 

the logic design to be compatible with the updated signal parameter, since the parameter 

cstl packet in width would be updated with a value from the include file npl param define.v). 

12.38. Yumoto does not teach specifically teach: 
* 

12.38.1. Using the defined signal parameter that is maintained in the central database in 

computer code for a logic design forming part of an electrical circuit. 

12.38.2. Maintaining the value of signal parameter in a central database. 

12.38.3. Using the value of the signal parameter that is maintained in the central database. 

12.38.4. indicating design discrepancies occurring in the logic design that result from updating 

the value of the defined signal parameter automatically. 

12.39. Yamagishi appears to teach: 

* 

12.39.1. Maintaining logic design data in a central database (page 13.2.1, section 2 FALcxjber, and 

pages 13.2.2 and 13,2,3, section 2.2 Database FALNET), 

12.40. IEEEVerilog appears to teach: 

12.40.1. indicating design discrepancies occurring in the logic design that result from updating 

the value of the defined signal parameter automatically (page 59, lines 1 - 25). 

12.41. The motivation to use the art of Yamagishi with the art of Yumoto would have been obvious 
* / * 

given the statement in Yamagishi that the database allows much closer integration among tools than 
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* 

i 

other commercially available frameworks (vaze 13.2.3, left-side of vase, lines 1 - 3), and the 

* 

expressed benefit in Yumoto of the software to save designers time and effort by simplifying the 

maintenance of the design (page 2, second paragraph). 

12.42. Therefore, as discussed above, it would have been obvious to the ordinary artisan at the time 

* 

of invention to use the art of Yamagishi and the art of IEEVerilog with the art of Yumoto to produce 

the claimed invention. 

12.43. Regarding claim 22: 

12.43.1. Yumoto appears to teach: 

12.43.1.1. the signal parameter characterizes a signal bit width and the value includes a 

value for the signal bit width (figure 15, input signal d, element fcstl packet in width-l:0]). 

12.44. Regarding claim 23: 

12.44.1. Yumoto appears to teach: 

12.44.1.1. the signal parameter characterizes a signal bit position and the value includes a 

value for the signal bit position (figure 15, input signal d, element [cstl packet_in width- 

1:0J). 

12.45. Regarding claim 25: 

12.45.1. Yamagishi appears to teach: 

12.45.1.1. permitting one or more users to access the central database (page 13.2.1, figure 1). 
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12.46. Regarding claim 20: 

12.47. Yumoto does not specifically teach automatically indicating design discrepancies in the logic 

design that result from updating the value of the defined signal parameter. 

12.48. IEEEVerilog appears to teach indicating design discrepancies automatically in the logic 

design resulting from the modifications to the signal parameters (page 59, lines 1-25). 

i 

r 

12.48.1. Regarding (page 59, lines 1 - 25); it is obvious that updating a signal bit width incorrectly 

for terminal connections would result in too few or too many bits to connect all the instances, 

which would cause an error. 

12.49. Yumoto and IEEEVerilog are analogous art because they both are directed to the problem of 

logic design. 

12.50. Regarding claim 21: 

12.50.1. Yumoto does not specifically teach: 

12.50.1.1. graphically indicating a bit width error. 

12.50.2. Yamagishi appears to teach graphically indicating bit widths (figure 1). 

12.51. Yamagishi appears to teach graphically indicating errors (figure 1). 
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13. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yumoto (U.S. Patent 

Application Publication 2002/0023250) in view of Yamagishi (Yamagishi, Kunihiko; Sekine, 

Masatoshi; A multi-representational design data capture system, 1993, IEEE 1993 Custom Integrated 

circuits conference). 

13.1. Regarding claim 15: 

13.2. Yumoto appears to teach: 

13.2.1. a collection of identifiers of one or more bit width signal parameters (figure 14). 

13.2.2. values associated with each of the identifiers of the bit width signal parameters (figure 

Ml- 

13.2.3. modification logic to allow a user to modify the values associated with the identifiers 

individually (page 6, paragraph [0102]; and figure 14; it would have been obvious that a tool such 

as a text editor would allow the user to modify the values associated with the identifiers), 

13.2.4. an interface to convey the identifiers and the associated values to a logic design module 

that uses the identifiers to identify where a logic design is to be changed and the values to change 

a bit width in the logic design to form part of an electrical circuit (figure 15, element 

cstl packet in width; it would have been obvious that there was an interface, such as a Verilog 

compiler, between the include file npl_param define.v and the code in order to identify where the 

logic design was to be changed): 

13.3. Yumoto does not specifically teach: 

13.3.1. A central database accessible by one or more users. 

13.3.2. One or more signal parameters defined in the central database. 
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13.3.3. an interface to convey the identifiers and the associated values from the central database. 

13.4. Yamagishi appears to teach a central database accessible by one or more users (page 13.2.1, 

figure 1, and pages 13.2.2 and 13.2.3, section 2.2 Database FALNET). 

13.5. Yumoto and Yamagishi are analogous art because they are both directed to the art of logic 

design systems. 

13.6. The motivation to use the art of Yamagishi with the art of Yumoto would have been obvious 

given the statement in Yamagishi that the database allows much closer integration among tools than 

other commercially available frameworks (page 13.2.3, left-side of page, lines 1 - 3), and the 

expressed benefit in Yumoto of the software to save designers time and effort by simplifying the 

maintenance of the design (page 2, second paragraph). 

13.7. Therefore, as discussed above, it would have been obvious to the ordinary artisan at the time 

of invention to use the art of Yamagishi with the art of Yumoto to produce the claimed invention. 

14. Examiner's Note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in the references applied 

to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. Although the specified citations are 

representative of the teachings of the art and are applied to specific limitations within the individual 

claim, other passages and figures may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant in 

preparing responses, to fully consider the references in their entirety as potentially teaching all or 

part of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art or 

disclosed by the Examiner. 



Application/Control Number: 09/994,574 

Art Unit: 2123 

Page 21 

Conclusion 

15. The following prior art is relevant to the Applicant7s disclosure: 

15.1. Cismas (U.S. Patent 6,996,799) teaches parameterized signals. 

15.2. Sharma (U.S. Patent 5,841,663) teaches parameterized HSL modules. 

16. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be 

directed to Russ Guill whose telephone number is 571-272-7955. The examiner can normally be 

reached on Monday - Friday 9:00 AM - 5:30 PM. 

17. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Paul 

Rodriguez can be reached on 571-272-3753. The fax phone number for the organization where this 

application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to 

the status of this application should be directed to the TC2100 Group Receptionist: 571-272-2100. 

18. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 

Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 

from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is 

available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 

direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 

Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

RG 

Russ Guill 
Examiner 
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